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Abstract
The importance of mangrove forests in carbon sequestration and coastal protection has been widely acknowledged. Large-
scale damage of these forests, caused by hurricanes or clear felling, can enhance vulnerability to erosion, subsidence and
rapid carbon losses. However, it is unclear how small-scale logging might impact on mangrove functions and services. We
experimentally investigated the impact of small-scale tree removal on surface elevation and carbon dynamics in a mangrove
forest at Gazi bay, Kenya. The trees in five plots of a Rhizophora mucronata (Lam.) forest were first girdled and then cut.
Another set of five plots at the same site served as controls. Treatment induced significant, rapid subsidence (2
32.168.4 mm yr21 compared with surface elevation changes of +4.261.4 mm yr21 in controls). Subsidence in treated plots
was likely due to collapse and decomposition of dying roots and sediment compaction as evidenced from increased
sediment bulk density. Sediment effluxes of CO2 and CH4 increased significantly, especially their heterotrophic component,
suggesting enhanced organic matter decomposition. Estimates of total excess fluxes from treated compared with control
plots were 25.367.4 tCO2 ha
21 yr21 (using surface carbon efflux) and 35.6676.9 tCO2 ha
21 yr21 (using surface elevation
losses and sediment properties). Whilst such losses might not be permanent (provided cut areas recover), observed rapid
subsidence and enhanced decomposition of soil sediment organic matter caused by small-scale harvesting offers important
lessons for mangrove management. In particular mangrove managers need to carefully consider the trade-offs between
extracting mangrove wood and losing other mangrove services, particularly shoreline stabilization, coastal protection and
carbon storage.
Citation: Lang’at JKS, Kairo JG, Mencuccini M, Bouillon S, Skov MW, et al. (2014) Rapid Losses of Surface Elevation following Tree Girdling and Cutting in Tropical
Mangroves. PLoS ONE 9(9): e107868. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0107868
Editor: Vanesa Magar, Centro de Investigacion Cientifica y Educacion Superior de Ensenada, Mexico
Received February 28, 2014; Accepted August 22, 2014; Published September 22, 2014
Copyright:  2014 Lang’at et al. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited.
Funding: This work was funded by grants from the UK Natural Environment Research Council (Grant No. NE/G009589/1), Earthwatch Institute and AVIVA Ltd,
London, UK. The funders had no role in study design, data collection and analysis, decision to publish, or preparation of the manuscript, with the exception of
volunteers from Earthwatch Institute who helped in field work.
Competing Interests: The authors can confirm that they received funding from the charitable wing of Aviva Ltd. This does not alter the authors’ adherence to
PLOS ONE policies on sharing data and materials.
* Email: m.huxham@napier.ac.uk
Introduction
Mangrove forests are highly productive systems and often
allocate a large proportion of their energy budget to root
production [1–3]. Because of the presence of aerial roots,
mangroves trap allochthonous organic matter in sediment, with
carbon (C) sequestration rates exceeding those of terrestrial
tropical forests by a factor of ,6 [4]. Unlike terrestrial forest
soils, mangrove sediments do not attain C saturation because of
continued sediment accumulation and vertical accretion [5] and
hence the size of the C store continues to increase over time [6].
Anoxia, low levels of nutrients and the high lignin content of the
roots result in slow decomposition of below-ground organic matter
[7–9] and the accumulation of large reserves of peat and C-rich
sediments [10–12]. Mangroves are thus amongst the most carbon
dense of all forests, with C stocks sometimes exceeding 1000
tonnes C ha21 [12–14], and hence play an important role in
global carbon storage [15–17].
As a result of continued vertical accretion and below-ground
root growth, surface elevation of mangroves increases over time at
rates of up to 4.8 mm yr21 e.g. [5]. These increases in surface
elevation are important in allowing mangrove recovery after
natural disturbances and are considered essential for many
mangroves to survive projected sea level rise of 1.7 to 3.3 mm
yr21 this century [18,19].
Human disturbances such as wood harvesting and clearing
threaten to impair these important ecological processes. Trends in
mangrove loss are alarming, with an estimated 30–50% of forests
lost over the past half century [20,21]. Although rates of loss may
be declining [22] they remain high, typically 0.7–3% y21, partly
because of high levels of poverty and dense human populations
along many tropical coasts [13]. While a recent estimate of the
impact of such losses on the total mangrove carbon sink suggested
that mangrove destruction could contribute up to 10% of the
annual GHG emissions from land use change [12], little
understanding exists of the impact of mangrove harvesting on
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surface elevation dynamics. Reductions in surface elevation after
harvesting may be caused by a combination of processes.
Following harvesting, root growth and expansion stops, whilst
decomposition of dead roots and old organic matter may be
accelerated by higher temperatures in the exposed substrate and
increased sediment oxidation. Sediment erosion may also increase
and the lack of aerial roots may prevent continued accumulation
of allochthonous sediment. Additionally, the aerenchymatous
tissues of the dying roots may shrink leading to increased bulk
density but lower elevation. Finally, leaching of dissolved inorganic
and organic C and lateral transport to the sea may occur
[2,3,17,23,24].
Few studies have directly measured the impacts of tree removal
on below-ground carbon storage and surface elevation. Two
studies report on the effects of hurricanes [25,26] and one on total
deforestation [27]. Under such extreme conditions carbon losses
can be large with resulting ‘peat collapse’ and coastal erosion. The
impacts of smaller scale tree loss are even less well known,
although work from Micronesia after non-experimental tree felling
[28] and Florida following lightning strikes [29] shows that surface
elevation losses might be rapid. Whilst healthy forests are likely to
be resilient and show recovery, those under anthropogenic
pressure may experience longer term change. Mangroves of the
Western Indian Ocean (WIO) region experience small-scale but
widespread degradation from indiscriminate harvesting [30,31]. A
recent assessment of mangrove decline in Kenya has indicated an
annual loss of 0.7%, which underestimates the anthropogenic
stressors since it records only total canopy removal [32]. Here we
document the first controlled experiment testing the impacts of
small-scale cutting, the most common form of mangrove
exploitation in the WIO region, on sediment carbon losses and
surface elevation. Increasing attention is being paid to avoiding
deforestation by Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and
Degradation and conservation of forest ecosystems (REDD+)
schemes and to managing forests for a range of services, not only
wood production. It is essential therefore that the impacts of forest
management scenarios on key ecosystem services such as coastal
protection and carbon sequestration are analysed to understand
possible trade-offs between these and extractive uses.
Mangrove forests of the WIO region are utilized by the local
communities for construction and fuelwood [33]. In Kenya
mangroves are the only natural forests currently licensed by the
Kenya Forest Service (KFS) for wood harvesting [30,34]. In
combination with widespread illegal harvesting this has left many
mangrove areas either degraded or completely denuded of
vegetation [30,35]. Since mangroves meet ,70% of the wood
requirements of the coastal population [36], there is always a
ready market for mangrove poles, especially in major coastal
towns.
We used a controlled experiment to explore the impacts of tree
harvesting on: a) surface elevation dynamics; b) the main processes
affecting changes in surface elevation i.e., sediment accretion,
sediment properties such as bulk density, %C and sediment
moisture, and organic matter decomposition; and c) sediment
surface C efflux in a natural mangrove forest, here at Gazi bay,
Kenya. The C flux from forest floors comes from root
(autotrophic) respiration and sediment/soil organic matter de-
composition (heterotrophic respiration) [37]. The relative contri-
butions of these sources have not been distinguished in mangroves;
such partitioning is useful in understanding carbon stocks and
flows in forests. Girdling trees stops the flow of photosynthates to
the root system and thereby stops metabolic activities in the roots
whilst maintaining the tree canopy. Hence it can be used to
separate the components of soil respiration, since CO2 emitted
from the sediment shortly after girdling is assumed to be primarily
from organic matter decomposition e.g., [38–40]. Here we also
report on the first time this approach has been used for mangroves.
Results
Surface elevation and sediment accretion
At the conclusion of monitoring after 760 days the control plots
had gained mean surface elevation of +11.1610.5 mm, at a mean
rate of +4.261.4 mm yr21, while the treatment plots showed a
subsidence of 251.3612.0 mm, at a mean rate of 2
32.168.4 mm yr21 (Figure 1). For a period of 110 days after
setting up the horizon marker, both control and treated plots
experienced similar trends in sediment accretion, ranging from 5.5
to 8.0 mm (controls, mean 6.461.4 mm) and 2.5 to 11.7 mm
(treated, mean 5.264.6 mm). Disturbance of the horizon marker
by crab activities in the control plots did not allow further
monitoring beyond four months after set up.
Sediment Surface Carbon Fluxes
Approximately 30 days after girdling, CO2-C emissions in
treated plots increased and remained higher than in controls
throughout the girdled period (Table 1 and Figure 2). For the first
two months after cutting, CO2-C emissions in the treated plots
were similar to controls, but then increased again for three months
before dropping to levels similar to the controls by the end of the
sampling period (3.260.9 vs. 3.961.8 gCO2–C m
22 d21,
respectively; Figure 2). At ,30 days after girdling, the d13C
signature of the sediment respired CO2 from the treated plots was
significantly more 13C-depleted than in the controls (Figure 3).
Methane emissions were highly variable and increased in the
treated plots during the girdled period only (Figure 2). Mean
emissions of both CO2–C and CH4–C were significantly higher in
treated than control plots during the girdled period (Table 1).
Throughout the treatment period, the mean sediment temperature
in the treated plots was higher than the control plots by 0.9 to
5.8uC.
Separation of sediment autotrophic and heterotrophic
respiration components
Girdling was not effective in separating the components of
sediment respiration since the girdled trees began to lose leaves
Figure 1. Trends in surface elevation change in control and
treated sites in R. mucronata forest at Gazi bay, Kenya. Error bars
are 95% CI. Vertical broken lines indicate periods when trees were
girdled and cut in the treatment plots. Baseline, girdled and cut periods
ran from March 2009 to October 2009 (205 days), December 2009 to
May 2010 (189 days) and May 2010 to April 2011 (343 days),
respectively. The controls and the treatment consisted of five replicates
each.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0107868.g001
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and die within one month of girdling; this was much faster than
recorded for terrestrial trees e.g., [40]. Therefore, an indirect
regression method of estimating autotrophic respiration was used
[38]. In each of the control plots, live root biomass was determined
after the final sampling in April 2011 (530 days after treatment) by
excavations made beneath the pre-marked positions of each
chamber. The regression of CO2 fluxes, measured at the final
sampling for each control plot chamber, against the live root
biomass and sediment surface temperature adjacent to each
chamber, was significant:
Multiple regression: lnRS=23.093+0.0002*live root biomass +
0.127*temperature; R2 = 0.37; P = 0.044, 0.011 and 0.012 for the
constant, live root biomass and sediment temperature, respective-
ly.
Heterotrophic respiration (RH) for final sample values was
calculated by applying the equation above, while setting the value
of root biomass to zero [38]. Autotrophic respiration (RA),
obtained by subtracting the values for RH from the measured
total sediment respiration (RS), contributed a mean (695% CI) of
41.5611.8% to RS at the final sampling. Across the entire
sampling period, RA contributed an average of 40.567.0% to RS,
which was not significantly different from that obtained at the final
sampling (t-test, t =20.16, P = 0.874). The partitioning of the
components of total RS in the control plots allowed a comparison
of the treated plot CO2 fluxes (where autotrophic R was zero by
definition) and control plot RH. Sediment respiration of the treated
plots was higher than control plots RH throughout the treatment
period (during both girdling and cutting) by 0.6 to 3.7 g CO2–C
m22 d21 (Figure 2).
Estimated C losses from the sediment
Combining data on elevation changes with sediment charac-
teristics provided one estimate of total carbon losses of
35.7676.9 t C ha21 from the treated compared to control plots.
The net belowground carbon losses due to treatment estimated
from sediment surface flux data amounted to 14.2610.3 tCO2
ha21 (mean rate of 9.867.1 t CO2 ha
21 yr21) over a period of 530
days after treatment. When only RH in control plots was
considered, the net additional C loss amounted to 36.7610.7 t
CO2 ha
21, with a mean rate of 25.367.4 t CO2 ha
21 yr21.
Root Decomposition
After 267 days root-bags in the treated plots had lost
significantly more mass than those in the controls, with rates of
0.1960.02 and 0.1660.03% dry weight loss day21, respectively (t-
test, t =22.06, P= 0.049). The trend in decomposition rate in the
treated plots indicated that it was increasing with time, while the
rate in the control plots remained constant between 156 and 267
days.
Belowground Biochemical Characteristics
The plant roots had a similar d13C signature to that of the
sediment carbon (Table 2). Treated plots showed significant
reductions in % C and sediment moisture and significant increases
in bulk density. The sediment carbon stocks to a depth of 1 m
ranged from 414.1 to 610.7 t C ha21 for controls and 457.3 to
586.3 t C ha21 for treated plots. Overall the control plots tended
to have higher mean C stocks than treated plots, with mean
(695% CI) of 524.1688.8 vs. 488.4668.6 tC ha21, respectively,
but the difference was not significant due to the very large small-
scale variability in sediment properties.
Table 1. Nested design ANOVA for carbon fluxes in R. mucronata secondary forest, with mean data for each of six chambers per
plot nested within treatment; the data for CO2 were log-transformed.
Period Variable Source of Variation DF MS F P
Girdled CO2 Temperature 1 0.017 0.420 0.518
Burrows 1 0.017 0.45 0.506
Treatment 1 0.152 4.73 0.036
Plot (Treatment) 8 0.025 0.64 0.736
Error 48 0.039
CH4 Temperature 1 46.140 2.4 0.128
Burrows 1 2.660 0.14 0.712
Treatment 1 745.800 20.04 0.000
Plot (Treatment) 8 55.700 2.9 0.01
Error 48 19.230
Clear-cut CO2 Temperature 1 0.005 0.16 0.695
Burrows 1 0.044 1.26 0.267
Treatment 1 0.001 0.02 0.897
Plot (Treatment) 8 0.028 0.81 0.6
Error 48 0.035
CH4 Temperature 1 24.758 3.43 0.07
Burrows 1 5.73 0.79 0.378
Treatment 1 1.458 0.19 0.667
Plot (Treatment) 8 10.834 1.5 0.182
Error 48 7.225
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0107868.t001
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Discussion
Tree death induced rapid and significant subsidence. This was
likely due to rapid decomposition of fine roots exacerbated by the
absence of new root growth, as shown by the significant difference
in root bag decomposition. In addition, sediment compaction and
the collapse of arenchymatic tissues due to consolidation of air
spaces (as shown by the increase in bulk density), and the
significant loss of sediment moisture caused by the treatment, may
also have contributed. Rates of sediment accretion did not differ
significantly between control and treated plots hence the
subsidence was not due to enhanced erosion. The rate of
subsidence was surprisingly high given the relatively small scale
of the treatments; massive hurricane damage, which led to ‘peat-
collapse’ in Honduran mangroves, caused elevation losses only
around,0.3 as fast as those recorded here (211 compared with2
32 mm yr21 [25]).
Interestingly, the C loss of around 25.367.4 t CO2 ha
21 yr21
reported here due to small-scale cutting was similar to that
reported for mangrove forests impacted by large-scale clearing
(29 tCO2 ha
21 yr21) [27], and that inferred from peat collapse
due to hurricane damage (15 t CO2 ha
21 yr21) [25]. Much of the
C loss occurred within the first year after treatment (mean 6SD?
rates of 13.2269.71 and 7.8666.77 t CO2 ha
21 yr-1 during the
girdled and cut periodsrespectively) and by,1.5 years the C losses
induced by treatment began to drop. A similar pattern was
recorded in clear-cut mangroves in Belize in which the C
emissions in disturbed areas declined with time [27]. However,
there was evidence in our study that decomposition of sediment
organic carbon (SOC) - not only newly-killed root material - was
enhanced by treatment, and that rates of SOC decomposition
might be increasing with time. Buried root bags recorded
significantly higher rates of decomposition in treated plots
(0.1960.02 vs. 0.1660.02% dry weight loss day-1, respectively)
with most of the difference occurring after the first set of root bags
were retrieved (150 days after burial). This was probably due to
enhanced sediment surface temperatures in the cut plots due to
canopy removal, since the treated plots experienced increases in
sediment surface temperatures of 0.8 to 5.9uC compared to the
control plots. Therefore, these results highlight the potential
impact of physico-chemical changes on C losses in cut forests,
which are separate from and additional to the losses from root
death per se.
Although our estimates suggest high rates of below-ground C
loss caused by tree death (similar to those seen following much
larger impacts such as hurricanes) they are likely to represent an
underestimate, since surface fluxes of CO2 cannot account for
below-ground, lateral flows of carbon in dissolved inorganic
carbon (DIC) [2,3,24].
CH4 emissions were significantly enhanced during the girdled
period, possibly because of the addition of easily fermentable
substrates [41–43] from dying roots. However, emissions in both
treatment periods (girdled and cut respectively 0.7–1.5 and 0.2–
0.9 mmol m22 d21), did not exceed those reported for a number
of pristine mangrove forests worldwide, 0.01–5.0 mmol m22 d21
[40]. Sediment-respired CO2 collected shortly after girdling
showed significant 13C-depletion (232.3%; Fig. 3). Such depleted
signatures are unlikely to arise from respiration of existing organic
matter alone, as here d13C would be similar to the control. Rather,
as coincident with increased CH4 emissions, the most parsimoni-
ous explanation is that oxidation of methane comprised a
component of the CO2 efflux. Assuming a typical d
13C value for
methane in marine environments of 260 % [44], the measured
13C-depletion would represent an additional 12% CO2 contribu-
tion from methane oxidation.
Overall, our experiment showed that small-scale harvesting for
wood production as is typical in the countries around the Western
Figure 2. Mean (±95% CI) Carbon emissions. a) CO2 fluxes of total
sediment respiration (RS) (solid line with filled squares), heterotrophic
respiration (RH) (dashed line with open circles) in control plots and CO2
fluxes from treated plots (broken line with open squares) and b) CH4
emissions in R. mucronata forest at Gazi bay Kenya. Vertical broken lines
indicate periods when trees were girdled and cut in the treatment plots.
Sampling for baseline, girdled and cut periods were done from June
2009 to August 2009 (84 days), December 2009 to May 2010 (189 days)
and May 2010 to April 2011 (343 days), respectively. The controls and
the treatment consisted of five replicates each.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0107868.g002
Figure 3. Trends in d13C of sediment respired CO2 in control
and treated sites in R. mucronata forest at Gazi bay, Kenya.
Values are means 695% CI. Vertical broken line indicates when the
trees were clear-cut in treatment plots. The controls and the treatment
consisted of five replicates each.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0107868.g003
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Indian Ocean caused significant sediment subsidence, which was
caused primarily by sediment compaction, loss of sediment
moisture and increased organic matter decomposition (both
aerobic and anaerobic). Study of lightning damage in Florida
mangroves, creating forest gaps larger than our experimental plots,
showed even more subsidence (of up to 61 mm), but also suggests
that undisturbed forests can recover [29]. Such evidence should
not induce complacency since pressures on mangroves in many
areas are increasing. Sea level is projected to rise this century [18],
with current projections varying between 1.7 and 3.3 mm yr21
[19]. Employing the lower estimate of sea level rise of 1.7 mm
yr21, and the conservative assumption that our cumulative surface
elevation loss of 62.4 mm will not increase further in the future,
the impact of the loss we observed is equivalent to increasing sea
level rise for ,37 years. Hence our study raises serious concerns
that the combination of effects caused by global change and small-
scale forest harvesting on mangrove surface elevation may be
highly damaging to these sensitive ecosystems.
Conclusions
Kenyan mangroves are being lost at a rate of 0.7% cover per
year [45], mainly because of the demands of the large and growing
population for wood fuel and timber [34,36].
A new approach towards the sustainable management of
mangrove forests uses payments for ecosystem services (PES)
schemes such as the proposed REDD+ programme [46]. Such
schemes should allow combining income from provisioning and
regulating ecosystem services (such as timber and coastal
protection or carbon sequestration), but only if the trade-offs
between them are understood and managed. The present work
demonstrates the susceptibility of mangroves to rapid subsidence
(with consequent enhanced vulnerability to sea level rise and
erosion) and at least short-term carbon loss following relatively
small-scale and controlled canopy removal. With this understand-
ing, management regimes aiming to conserve carbon stocks and
promote climate resilience should be wary of clear-cutting,
particularly in areas that may be exposed to erosion, and should
emphasise instead selective cutting, rapid replacement of the lost
canopy and the maintenance of un-cut buffer strips on seaward
fringes to avoid the risks of erosion.
Materials and Methods
Study site
The study was carried out at Gazi Bay (4o 259 S and 4o 279 S;
39o 509 E and 39o 509 E), ,55 km south of Mombasa, Kenya.
Gazi Bay is a creek system with a total area of 615 ha mangrove
forest [47], dominated by Rhizophora mucronata (Lam), Ceriops
tagal (Perr.) C. B. Robinson and Avicennia marina (Forsk.) Vierh.
The mean annual precipitation of Gazi bay ranges from 1000–
1600 mm [47]. The bay receives freshwater from two semi-
permanent rivers: Kidogoweni to the north, which discharges in to
the Kidogoweni creek, and Mkurumuji river to the south,
discharging to the mouth of the bay. The forest is government-
owned and permission to use the site was granted by the Kenya
Marine and Fisheries Research Institute; our experiments did not
affect endangered or protected species, and the individual featured
in the accompanying image gave written informed consent (as
outlined in the PLOS consent form) to publish this image.
Experimental Design
Five pairs of 12 m612 m plots were established in March 2009
at high water mark (height above mean sea-level: 2.9160.01 m)
within a Rhizophora mucronata dominated forest (specific location:
4u249320S 39u319230E). In October 2009, five plots (one from
each pair) were randomly allocated to ‘treatment’ and all the trees
within them were girdled at ,20 cm above the highest prop root.
Girdling is a method that has been used in a number of terrestrial
forests to estimate the contribution of root respiration to total
sediment gas flux. The rationale is to prevent the flow of
carbohydrates from the tree canopy to their roots (thus stopping
root respiration) whilst leaving the above-ground components
relatively undisturbed; trees may retain foliage for many months
after girdling [39,40]. The other plots in the five pairs served as the
controls. In May 2010, all the trees in the girdled plots were cut at
,20 cm above the highest stilt roots and all the debris, excepting
small fragments, was removed. The treated plots were allowed to
stabilize after disturbance for approximately three weeks; there-
after sampling was resumed. During each treatment operation
saplings and seedlings were cut down. Hence the experiment
consisted of three sampling periods: a) baseline (pre-treatment)
(June 2009 to August 2009, 84 days), b) girdled period (December
Table 2. Belowground roots and sediment biochemical characteristics in control and cut plots in R.mucronata forest at Gazi bay,
Kenya.
Variable Control Cut
% OCR 37.261.7 -
d13CR 227.060.3 -
Sediment moisture content (%) 46.564.0 42.065.7
Bulk Density (g cm23) 0.8460.08 0.8860.10
Sediment C concentration (g C cm23) 0.05260.008 0.05260.008
% N 0.3860.04 0.3660.11
TOC/TN 18.5960.8 17.660.7
d13CS 227.260.2 227.460.1
Sediment C stocks* (t C ha21) 524.1662.7 488.4648.4
Values are means695% CI, OCR = organic carbon content of mangrove roots, d
13CR and d
13CS = carbon isotopic value of mangrove roots and sediment organic matter,
respectively, and TOC and TN= total carbon and nitrogen content of the sediment organic matter, respectively.
*Sediment C stocks to 1 m depth.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0107868.t002
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2009 to May 2010, 159 days) and c) cut period (May 2010 to April
2011, 343 days).
Surface elevation and sediment accretion
Surface elevation dynamics were monitored using surface
elevation stations, consisting of two stainless steel rods (6 mm by
1 m) and a horizon marker (kaolin) set up in a 20 cm620 cm
quadrat in each plot. The rods were installed leaving a height of
20 cm above the ground and at opposite corners of the quadrat
such that measurements would be made diagonally across it.
Height measurements vertically from the ground surface to the
heights of the rods were made at seven clearly marked points along
a wooden board placed across the rods. Subsequent measurements
were made at the same points along the wooden board. All data
were averaged to give a single measurement per plot per time.
Sediment accretion was determined from measurements of height
above the horizon marker. In each quadrat, at least four sediment
blocks of 2 cm62 cm were carefully removed with a sharp knife,
the height of sediment above the horizon marker was noted and
the block was then carefully replaced in its original position. This
approach allows the separation of total surface elevation/
subsidence (which depends on both the accretion or erosion of
new sediments and on below-ground processes such as root growth
and expansion) from accretion/erosion [25].
Samples for sediment physico-chemical analysis were taken
from each plot during February 2010 and August 2012. A
sediment core was taken in the centre of the plot using a plastic
corer (diameter 6 cm, length 3 m) in February 2010 and again in
August 2012. Subsamples of this large core were taken with a small
stainless steel corer (diameter 3 cm, length 5 cm) at depths of 0, 2,
4, 8, 10, 20, 30 and 40 cm (February 2010) and depths of 0, 10,
20, 30, 50 and 100 cm (August 2012). To minimize compression
of the sediment the coring was done in a series of stages according
to the depth profiles for sub-sampling. Sediment samples were
oven-dried at 80uC to constant dry weight and bulk density was
determined at six depths down to 1 m. The oven-dried samples
were transferred to the Department of Earth and Environmental
Sciences, KU Leuven, Belgium for analysis of % OC (organic
carbon), % N and d13C of OC. The concentrations of OC, total
N, and d13C values of sediment OC were measured on subsamples
weighed into Ag cups, acifidied with dilute HCl to remove
inorganic C, and analysed with a Thermo Flash HT elemental
analyser coupled to a Thermo Delta V Advantage IRMS (Conflo
IV interface). Data were calibrated with IAEA-C6, and internally
calibrated acetanilide and leucine. From the sediment bulk density
and OC content, the carbon density and hence the sediment
carbon stocks down to 100 cm were derived for the control and
treated plots.
Gas fluxes and stable carbon isotope signatures
Gas flux (CO2, CH4) samples were collected at approximately
monthly intervals at low tide during spring tides using six
chambers per plot; some sampling times that were missed due to
loss or damage to bags and other equipment. Each chamber was
inserted ,5 cm in to the sediment, occupying an area of 0.064 m2
with an internal volume of 0.011 m3. The samples from each
chamber were taken 20 minutes after closure. Using a 60 ml
syringe, at least 240 ml of gas were transferred from each chamber
to labelled airtight gas-bags (Cali-5-bond gas bags, Calibrated
Instruments Inc. USA). A gas sample of ambient concentration
was taken from each chamber before closure; ambient air
concentration samples for each plot were collected in one gas
bag. Linearity checks were performed by repeatedly sampling the
chamber gas for periods of about 60 minutes. They showed that a
linear approximation over a 20 minutes period resulted in ,15%
underestimation of the slope of gas concentration increase over
time. This systematic downward bias was not corrected for.
Sediment surface temperature measurements were made beside
each chamber with a temperature probe inserted to ,1 cm in to
the sediment. The number of crab burrows within the area
enclosed by the chamber was noted. The positions of the chambers
were marked for subsequent sampling; chambers were always
returned to the same sampling positions within plots. Samples for
d13C analysis of CO2 were transferred from the chambers to 12 ml
pre-evacuated exetainers (Labcoexetainer, Labco Ltd., High
Wycombe, UK). Gas flux samples were analysed at the Institute
of Atmospheric and Environmental Sciences, University of
Edinburgh, UK. For CO2, the samples were analysed by gas
chromatography (GC) using a Perkin Elmer Model 310 with a
thermal conductivity detector (TCD). Concentrations of CH4 were
measured using GC (Hewlett Packard 5890 GC, Hewlett Packard
Ltd, Stockport, Cheshire, UK) equipped with a flame ionisation
detector (FID) and a digital integrator. The d13C analysis samples
were transferred to the Department of Earth and Environmental
Sciences, KU Leuven, Belgium and analysed using a Sercon 20–
20 isotope ratio mass spectrometer (IRMS) interfaced with a
cryofocussing unit.
In May 2011, at the end of the experiment, all roots beneath
each chamber in the control plots were excavated to a depth of
60 cm, washed of sediments and separated in to live root and dead
plant materials. Dead roots were differentiated based on the loss of
structural integrity, colour and signs of decomposition [5]. The
samples were oven-dried at 80uC before weighing.
Decomposition in Root-bags
In September 2010, live roots were excavated within the R.
mucronata forest contiguous to the experimental plots. Nylon
mesh (1 mm) bags each containing ,30 g fresh roots were buried
to ,20 cm depth at six random points within each plot. Three
bags were retrieved from each plot 156 days after burial, whilst the
other three were retrieved 267 days after burial. The contents of
each root-bag were rinsed and oven-dried at 80uC for 24 h before
weighing. The rate of root decay (% weight loss day21) was
calculated as the % weight loss divided by the number of days
buried, using wet-dry weight conversion factors derived from
representative samples of live roots, oven-dried at 80uC until
constant dry weight.
Statistical analysis
The data for CO2 were log-transformed and the analysis for
each gas was executed using MINITAB 14 software package.
Initial analyses included time in repeated measures models,
however there were multiple significant interactions preventing
legitimate conclusions and so data were separated into the three
experimental periods. The gas flux values for each chamber were
pooled across each period for the controls and treated plots, giving
six single values per period for each plot. For each period, nested
ANOVA was carried out for each gas, with variation among plots
(i.e. 6 chambers) nested within treatment and sediment surface
temperature and crab burrows as covariates. Estimates for respired
d13C were derived from the Miller-Tans mixing model combined
with geometric regression [48,49]. Kayler et al., [49] found that
the combination of geometric regression and Miller-Tans mixing
model gave the most accurate and precise estimate of d13CS (S =
sediment respired CO2). The gas mixing models are based on the
conservation of mass given as [48]:
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dobs½CO2obs~dbg½CO2bgzds½CO2s
This equation describes the gas observed (obs) as coming from
two sources: background atmosphere (bg) and source of respiration
(s), where d refers to the isotopic value of each component. Details
of the Miller-Tans mixing model combined with geometric
regression are discussed by Kayler et al., [49]. The mean d13C
of the respired CO2 for each plot was analysed using two-sample t-
tests.
To examine the autotrophic contribution to sediment fluxes,
stepwise multiple regressions (forward and backward elimination)
were performed, with the final CO2 fluxes measured in each
control chamber in April 2011 as the dependent variable and the
live root biomass, sediment surface temperature and crab burrows
for each chamber as the independent variables. The equation
takes the form of y= k+a*roots +b*temperature + c*burrows;
where k= constant, a, b and c are the coefficients of the
estimators. The number of crab burrows was not significant, and
hence this term was omitted from the equation. The significant
factors were used in estimating the autotrophic respiration from
the final CO2 flux data. First, the heterotrophic respiration (RH)
was calculated as the value of the ‘y’ when live root biomass = 0,
i.e. RH=k+ b*temperature. Then the autotrophic respiration (RA)
was obtained as the difference between total sediment respiration
(RS) and the heterotrophic component (RH) and expressed as a
percentage of RS (i.e. %RA= (RS–RH)/RH*100). To estimate the
contribution of RA across the entire sampling period, the equation
was applied to the CO2 flux data, together with the sediment
surface temperature for each control chamber at each sampling
time. The mean RA contribution across the sampling period was
then compared with that obtained from the final sampling time.
The total additional C emissions due to treatment (treatment-
induced C emissions) were estimated as the area under the







where Ce = treatment induced C emissions, n = number of
measurements, m= individual measurements and t = time
difference between any two consecutive measurements.
The difference in the rates of root decomposition in the control
and treated plots was tested using a two-sample t-test. Sediment
carbon concentration (g C cm23) was calculated as the product of
bulk density (BD) and % organic C of the sediment. Thereafter,
the sediment carbon stocks down to a depth of 100 cm for each
treatment were calculated as the product of carbon concentration
and the depth and expressed as t C ha21: CS =CC * (100+Ec),
where, CS= sediment C stocks, CC= C concentration and Ec =
elevation change. Since the control plots gained 1.1 cm and the
treated plots lost 5.1 cm in surface elevation (see Figure 2), the
depth for each treatment was adjusted to reflect these changes, i.e.
100+Ec = 101.1 and 94.9 cm for control and treated plots,
respectively.
Acknowledgments
Our gratitude goes to our field assistants Laitani Suleiman and Tom
Kisiengo Peter, KMFRI staff at Gazi village, the Gazi community and to
the many Earthwatch International volunteers who assisted in the field. We
would also like to thank Robert Howard (School of GeoSciences,
University of Edinburgh, UK) for assisting in laboratory analysis of CO2
and CH4 gases. Ken Krauss gave helpful advice on an early draft.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: JL JK MM SB MS SW MH.
Performed the experiments: JL JK MS MM MH. Analyzed the data: JL
MM SB SW MH. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: SW MM
SB. Wrote the paper: JL JK MM MS SB SW MH.
References
1. Twilley RR, Chen RH, Hargis T (1992) Carbon sinks in mangroves and their
implications to carbon budget of tropical coastal ecosystems. Water Air Soil Poll
64: 265–288.
2. Bouillon S, Borges A, Castan˜eda-Moya E, Diele K, Dittmar T, et al. (2008)
Mangrove production and carbon sinks: A revision of global budget estimates.
Global Biogeochem Cycles 22: GB2013, doi:2010.1029/2007GB003052.
3. Kristensen E, Bouillon S, Dittmar T, Marchand C (2008) Organic carbon
dynamics in mangrove ecosystems: A review. Aquat Bot 89: 201–219.
4. Breithaupt JL, Smoak JM, Smith TJ III, Sanders CJ, Hoare A (2012) Organic
carbon burial rates in mangrove sediments: Strengthening the global budget.
Global Biogeochem Cycles: doi:10.1029/2012GB004375, in press.
5. McKee KL, Cahoon DR, Feller I (2007) Caribbean mangroves adjust to rising
sea level through biotic controls on change in soil elevation. Glob Ecol Biogeogr
16: 545–556.
6. Chmura GL, Anisfeld SC, Cahoon DR, Lynch JC (2003) Global carbon
sequestration in tidal, saline wetland soils. Global Biogeochem Cycles, 11: 1111–
11120.
7. Middleton BA, McKee KL (2001) Degradation of mangrove tissues and
implications for peat formation in Belizean island forests. J Ecol 89: 818–828.
8. Gleason SM, Ewel KC (2002) Organic matter dynamics on the forest floor of a
Micronesian mangrove forest: An investigation of species composition shifts.
Biotropica, 34: 190–198.
9. Huxham M, Lang9at J, Tamooh F, Kennedy H, Mencuccini M, et al. (2010)
Decomposition of mangrove roots: Effects of location, nutrients, species identity
and mix in a Kenyan forest. Estuar Coast Shelf Sci 88: 135–142.
10. Golley F, Odum HT, Wilson RF (1962) The structure and metabolism of a
Puerto Rican red mangrove forest in May. Ecology, 43: 9–19.
11. Fujimoto K, Imaya1 A, Tabuchi R, Kuramoto S, Utsugi H, et al. (1999)
Belowground carbon storage of Micronesian mangrove forests. Ecol Res 14:
409–413.
12. Donato DC, Kauffman J, Murdiyarso D, Kurnianto S, Stidham M, et al. (2011)
Mangroves among the most carbon-rich forests in the tropics. Nat Geosci 4:
293–297.
13. Alongi DM (2012) Carbon sequestration in mangrove forests. Carbon Manage
3: 313–322.
14. Trumper K, Bertzky M, Dickson B, van der Heijden G, Jenkins M, et al. (2009)
The Natural Fix? The role of ecosystems in climate mitigation. United Nations
Environment Programme, UNEPWCMC (Cambridge, UK). 68 pp.
15. Laffoley DA, Grimsditch G (2009) The management of natural coastal carbon
sinks. IUCN. 53 pp.
16. Nellemann C, Corcoran E, Duarte CM, Valde´s L, De Young C, et al.
(2009)Blue Carbon. United Nations Environment Programme. 80 p.
17. McLeod E, Chmuira GL, Bouillon S, Salm R, Bjo¨rk M, et al. (2011) A blueprint
for blue carbon: toward an improved understanding of the role of vegetated
coastal habitats in sequestering CO2. Front Ecol Environ 9: 552–560.
18. IPCC (2007) Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working
Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change. IPCC (Geneva, Switzerland). 104 p.
19. Nicholls RJ, Cazenave A (2010) Sea-level rise and its impact on coastal zones.
Science, 328: 1517–1520.
20. Valiela I, Bowen JL, York JK (2001) Mangrove forests: one of the world9s
threatened major tropical environments. BioScience, 51: 807–815.
21. Valiela I, Kinney E, Culbertson J, Peacock E, Smith S (2009) Global losses of
mangroves and salt marshes, In Duarte, C. M. [ed.], Global Loss of Coastal
Habitats: Rates, Causes and Consequences. Fundacion BBVA. pp. 107–133.
22. FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization) (2007) The World’s Mangroves,
1980–2005: A Thematic Study in the Framework of the Global Forest Resources
Assessment 2005. Forestry Paper 153, FAO, Rome. ix+77 p.
23. Couwenberg J, Dommain R, Joosten H (2010) Greenhouse gas fluxes from
tropical peatlands in south-east Asia. Global Change Biol 16: 1715–1732.
24. Alongi DM, de Carvalho N, Amaral A, Costa A, Trott L, et al. (2012)
Uncoupled surface and below-ground soil respiration in mangroves: implications
for estimates of dissolved inorganic carbon export. Biogeochemistry 109: 151–
162.
Mangrove Removal Causes Rapid Subsidence
PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 7 September 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 9 | e107868
25. Cahoon DR, Hensel P, Rybczyk J, McKee K, Proffitt E, et al. (2003) Mass tree
mortality leads to mangrove peat collapse at Bay Islands, Honduras after
Hurricane Mitch. J Ecol 91: 1093–1105.
26. Barr JG, Engel V, Smith TJ, Fuentes JD (2012) Hurricane disturbance and
recovery of energy balance, CO2 fluxes and canopy structure in a mangrove
forest of the Florida Everglades. Agric Fore Meteor 153: 54–66.
27. Lovelock CE, Ruess RW, Feller IC (2011) CO2 efflux from cleared mangrove
peat. PLoS ONE, 6: e21279.
28. Krauss K, Cahoon D, Allen J, Ewel K, Lynch J, et al. (2010) Surface elevation
change and susceptibility of different mangrove zones to sea-level rise on Pacific
High Islands of Micronesia. Ecosystems 13: 129–143.
29. Whelan K (2005) The successional dynamics of lightning-initiated canopy gaps
in the mangrove forests of shark river, Everglades National Park, USA. PhD
thesis, Florida International University.
30. Kirui KB, Kairo JG, Bosire J, Viergever KM, Rudra S, et al. (2012) Mapping of
mangrove forest land cover change along the Kenya coastline using Landsat
imagery. Ocean Coastal Manage: doi:10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2011.1012.1004.
31. Abuodha P, Kairo JG (2001) Human-induced stresses on mangrove swamps
along Kenya coast. Hydrobiologia 458: 255–265.
32. Dahdouh-Guebas F, Van Pottelbergh I, Kairo JG, Cannicci S, Koedam N
(2004) Human-impacted mangroves in Gazi (Kenya): predicting future
vegetation based on retrospective remote sensing, social surveys, and distribution
of trees. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 272: 77–92.
33. Taylor M, Ravilious C, Green EP (2003)Mangroves of East Africa. UNEP
World Conservation Monitoring Centre, (Cambridge, UK). 25 p.
34. Dahdouh-Guebas F, Mathenge C, Kairo JG, Koedam N (2000) Utilization of
mangrove wood products around Mida Creek (Kenya) amongst subsistence and
commercial users. Econ Bot, 54: 513–527.
35. Bosire JO, Dahdouh-Guebas F, Kairo JG, Koedam N (2003) Colonization of
non-planted mangrove species into restored mangrove stands in Gazi Bay,
Kenya. Aquat Bot 76: 267–279.
36. Wass P (1995) Kenya’s Indigenous Forests: Status, Management and
Conservation. IUCN. Xii+250 pp. 252-8317-0292-8315.
37. Alongi DM (2009) The Energetics of Mangrove Forests. (Springer, Netherlands).
216 p.
38. Hanson PJ, Edwards NT, Garten CT, Andrews JA (2000Separating root and
soil microbial contributions to soil respiration: A review of methods and
observations. Biogeochemistry, 48: 115–146.
39. Hogberg P, Nordgren A, Buchmann N, Taylor AFS, Ekblad A, et al. (2001)
Large-scale forest girdling shows that current photosynthesis drives soil
respiration. Nature, 411: 789–792.
40. Andersen C, Nikolov I, Nikolova P, Matyssek R, Ha¨berle K-H (2005) Estimating
‘‘autotrophic’’ belowground respiration in spruce and beech forests: decreases
following girdling. Europ J Fore Res 124: 155–163.
41. Blodau C (2002) Carbon cycling in peatlands - A review of processes and
controls. Environ Rev 10: 111–134.
42. Goreau TJ, de Mello WZ (2007) Mininmizing net greenhouse gas sources from
mangrove and wetland soils, In Tateda, Y. [ed.], Greenhouse Gas and Carbon
Balances in Mangrove Coastal Ecosystems. pp. 239–248.
43. Kristensen E (2007) Carbon balance in mangrove sediments: The driving
processes and their controls, In Tateda, Y. [ed.], Greenhouse gas and carbon
balances in mangrove coastal ecosystems. Gendai Tosho. pp. 61–78.
44. Reeburgh WS (2007) Oceanic methane biogeochemistry. Chem Rev 107: 486–
513.
45. Kirui KB, Kairo J, Bosire J, Viergever K, Rudra S, et al. (2012) Mapping of
mangrove forest land cover change along the Kenya coastline using Landsat
imagery. Ocean Coast Manage: doi:10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2011.1012.1004.
46. Locatelli B, Brockhaus M, Buck A, Thompson I (2010) Forests and adaptation to
climate change: challenges and opportunities, In Mery G, et al. [eds.], Forests
and Society-Responding to Global Drivers of Change. International Union of
Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO). pp. 21–42.
47. UNEP (United Nations Environment Program) (1998) Eastern Africa Atlas of
Coastal Resources 1: Kenya. (EAF-14) UNEP, 119 p.
48. Miller JB, Tans PP (2003) Calculating isotopic fractionation from atmospheric
measurements at various scales. Tellus B, 55: 207–214.
49. Kayler Z, Ganio L, Hauck M, Pypker T, Sulzman EW, et al. (2010) Bias and
uncertainty of d13CO2 isotopic mixing models. Oecologia, 163: 227–234.
50. Cerone P, Dragomir SS (2000) Trapezoidal-type rules from an inequalities point
of view, In Anastassiou, G. [ed.], Handbook of Analytic-Computational
Methods in Applied Mathematics. CRC Press. pp. 65–134.
Mangrove Removal Causes Rapid Subsidence
PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 8 September 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 9 | e107868
